Finally, Trlandls and Vassillou (1967a) hypothesized that the auto-
■tereotypes of Americana will become more "favorable" with contact, and these of Greeks will become less "favorable." The hypothesis was confirmed for Americana but waa completely dlaconfimed for Greeks, whose autostereotype also improved with contact.
The disconfirmatlon of that hypothesis may not invalidate the theoretical arguments behind it. The maximum contact Greeks were college
•tudents in American universities, while the no contact Greeks were college students at the University of Athens. By several kinds of criteria the former are "privileged" and the latter "underprivileged." Such differences may influence their self-esteem, hence their autostereotypes. Thus, we propose in the present study to retest exactly the same hypot. sis as In the Trlandls and Vassillou (1967a) study. The hypotheses were:
1. The greater the degree of contact, the clearer will be both the auto-stereotypes and the heterostereotypes.
2. The greater the degree of contact the more will the Greek stereotype of Americana be "favorable." 3. The greater the degree of contact, the more "unfavorable" will be the stereotype of Greeks held by Americans.
4. The greater the degree of contact, the more "favorable" wi.l be the American autostereotype.
5. The greater the degree of contact, the less "favorable" will be the Greek autostereotype. (Trlandls and Vassillou, l&67a, p. 317).
Since in the present atudy we will use better sampling and slightly better controls,«e may obtain more Insight in the relationships of contact and stereotyping.
•Hie major differences between the present and the previous study are methodological. In the present study we employed "reported amount of contact" as a measure of contact. In the previous study we selected our samples so as to have different degress of contact, but as iß clear from the points made earlier, such selection leads to many ambiguities In Interpretation. If the results of the present study are consistent with those of the previous study, the theoretical premises on which both are based will be supported. Discrepancies between the two studies will have to be explained by differences In the methodology. 
Uethod

Mortality of the Sanple
A high mortality of the sample was obtained among female, low education respondents. Since there were none of this type among the American subjects, the mortality of the American sample was insignificant.
The mortality of the Athena sample was high f ... namely of the 400 contacted only 324 were both willing and able to respond. The mortality of the Theasaloniki sample was even larger; of the 600 persons contacted only 444 were both able and willing to respond. Our analysis of the location of mortality within the samples suggests that the majority of the nonrespondents were unable rather than unwilling to respond. Table 4 The The second hypotheses was that the greater the contact the more "favorable" will be the Greek stereotype of Americans. The third hypothesis was that the greater the contact the more "unfavorable" will be the stereo-type of Greeks held by Americans. To test these hypotheses we examined the graphs that related the amount of contact and stereotyping for each of the samples and for each of the traits. Figure 1 shows a sample of such drafts. Table 5 shows the summary of this inspection. A grsph which had a definite, uninterrupted slope, was considered to imply "imnrovement" in the stereotype to the extent to which it increased with contact, with respect to the pole of the characteristics listed in Table   5 people were Judged as more "good" than "sly" people, hence naive is listed in Table 5 as being a "good" "trslt". Complexity. There is obviously a trend (Table 5) Validity. Underlying our theoretical scheme is the notion that the greater the probability that "real" differences vill be perceived, Table 7 .
Interview
As can be seen In Table 7 Tables 7 and 8, and Table 2 ). Ihls trend is very strong for the long stay Americans. The factor "ineffective" (see Table 2) seems to follow the same pattern -i.e., the greater the contact, the more the Greeks seem to the Americans as ineffective, and the effect is exceptionally strong for the "long stays." Similarly, the "charming Similarly, Table 9 presents mostly soclotypes of Americans and the Greek stereotypes change in the direction of these soclotypes. On the other hand. Table 10 On« major qualification of this theory la in order. The theory applies in the case of non-normative sterotypes only when the "other group" is friendly. It is assumed that when the other group is not friendly, the ingroup will develop appropriate normative stereotypes, so that the EF rather than the CD line will be appropriate.
Our theory of stereotyping can now be stated ts follows:
1. nie larger the difference between the sociotypes of Groups A and B, on characteristic X, the more likely it is that X will appear in the stereotypes of the two groups. 3a. Contact has no effect on the clarity of normative stereotypes.
Contact has
4. The greater the eoptacC the more contrastive will be the autostereotypes.
5. The greater the contact the greater the complexity of stereotypes.
0. Tbe greater the contact the greater the specificity of stereotypes.
7. When X -X is large there will be a contrast phenomenon, i.e., the two groups will see each other as more different than they really art. Otherwise a number of defensive patterns may lead to intensive negative stereotyping, confusion, hostility, scape-goating, and similar undesirable Interpersonal phenomena.
